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ABSTRACT . { 
; ‘This study examined the syntax of the naturalistic 
speech of 15 three-to-five-year-old urban, lower-class black 
children, to datermine (1) their syntactic maturity compared to white 
miijdle-class children of the same age, as measured by mean’ utterance 
length, -types:' of transformations used, and number of 
sentence-combining transformations per t-unit and (2) the ange and 
natur2? of their nonstandard verb, question, and negation struc turess. 
The data were spontaneous speech, sampl2s volunteered by the 
participants, who were male and female children enrolled in a Head 
Start program jn Harlem. Pindings showed that the subjects" symtactic 
maturity was comparable to that of their white, miiile-class 
counterparts. Syntactic differences were primarily:due to omissions, 
(usually of tense-bearing elements) and to different restrictions on 
transformations. There was no evidence to support suggestions of deep 
structure differences between. standard English and black English 
vernacular. There was’ some evidetice to syggest that young childran do 
not produce as wide a variety of nonstapdard forms as do their older 
counterparts. (Author/AA) : 
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Abstract 


This study examined the syntax of the naturalistic speech perfor- 
mance. of 15 three > to - five yen old urban, lower-class,: black 
children to determine their syntactic maturity compared to white 
middle-class children of the same age as measured by Mean Utter- : 
eine Length, types of transformations standardly used, and number 

of sentenee-combining transformations per t-unit and to detemmine 

che range eile nature of they non-standard verb, question, and ne- 
pee structures. The data were spontaneous speech samples volun- 
teered by the participants, who were male and fenaix children en- 
rolled in a Head Start program’in fete: They were chosen on 

the basis of regular éttewinnus;, sbetus as monolingual native 

speakers of English, production of a minimum 50 t-units of speech, 
willing participation in the use of the tape recorder, and normal 
hearing and development. Findings show ‘that the subjects' syn- 

tactic maturity is comparablé to that of their white middle-class 
counterparts. Their syntactic differences from the standard pat- 

terms were primarily due to omissions, mainly omission bt 4 tense- 
bearing element, and to ChE TEEEES restrictions on transformations. 

The re was no evidence to support suggestions of deep structure dif- 
ferences between standard English and Black English LeRee ees 

There was asa evidence to suggest that young cntlaren do not pro- 

duce as wide a variety of non-standard forms as do their older counter- 
parts. 
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\ NEED. FOR (THe STUDY ° 

A1though there have al teady been several major studies of 
the syntax, of .older speakers of black English, none has turned its 
’ attention to pre-school aged speakers. a his substantial study of ) 
, the language of black adolescents: in Central Harlen, William Labov 
set out to ‘identify ss. ania Linguistic elements that contribu- 
“Red to reading difficulties in his population with an eye to under- 
standing, and suggesting remedies for, the massive reading failure 
@f such persons. He commented at the outset, however, that it was 
not yet known whether the syntax, of adolescents such as the young 
people whens speech he studied is the same as that of children | 
first eons sctool and een upor their formal training in ‘* 
‘reading and other language arts. Since 1968, when Labov's central 
Hashn. study appeared, little subetantial research has been done to 
fia he gap that Hie identified. This research, therefore, was de- 
signed to examine the syhtax of a gies school group of black English 
speakers with the intention of determining what syntactic maturity 
- and ski\lls such children have and might be expected to have upon 
entering school. | o 

Furthe more, children such ag those whose speech serves as’ 
the data \for this study have been identified by William Stewart as 
"basilect| speakers. .Basilect was defined by Stewart (1964). as 
the most ‘incorrect," that is» the most i ‘least socia ac- 
ceptable, most non-standard form of black English evoken in com= 


munity. He| said that it is spoken primarily by young children, 


"who have ndt yet been acculturated to the more prestigious dialect," 
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| but who are old enough to have mastered the basic grammar of their 
: ; * language. (Stewart, 1964, p. 53) Fhe implication of Stewart! s-° 
def SEEAOK of basilect is that whatever structures have been winch 


exist in’black English in other contexts,. they are ‘Tikety to occur ° F 


with more Prequency and constateucy in the speech of young children, 
Peyhaps there is a suggestion, too, that young children use forms 
me | used by older speakers in Stewart's reference to "the fact a 
many children use pantiset when no one else in the family does...." 
(Stewart, 1964, p. 53). But, Stewart distinguished besilect from ‘ 
child language, saying that basilect becomes SOLEECeN only after the 
usual age for learning basic grammar. This, ‘anid Stevart, ' "suggests 
that there are language-learning stages for vasiieet Aust as for 
any nines kind of dialect." (1964, p. 53) Although Steyart made. 
theorectical assumptions about the speech of young iduarentane black 
“ | ehildren, there has been oi ayeteukre Cas heretofare wadé of pre- 
sumed enetiede ipeaiers to determine exactly what their speech does 
consist of and how it actually differs frém the wees of older speak- 
ers of the same dialect if, ti fact, it does. 

Finally,a-variety of linguistic REBEONS : fier been pontilaked 
for the wide-spread failure of lower- ass black children to learn 
successfully in school, ranging Pree the Carl Bereiter and Seigfried 
Englemann (1966) theory ef language deprivation to Joan Baratz (1969) . 
and Stewart's (1970) notion that dialect interference is at the root 


of the problem. However, although Labov (1972) suggested that young 


black children are highly verbal in situations conducive to speaking 


unselfconsciously, there has yet been no study of the syntex of black 
od 
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“lower-class inner-city speakers about to enter ‘school, so there do ig 


~ not yet exist empirical] data from which to determine whether such 


-~ 


children do, in fact, suffer linguistic deprivation relative to 
their white middle class peers in the area of syntactic develop- 
ment or whether they possess a comparable but different range of 
syntactic foi that may interfere with their learning in the senine 
dard dialect. There have, however, been several studies that sug- 
gest that black lower. class children entering school have language: 
features that are different from features of standard English. (Osser, 
Wang, and Zaid, 1969; Levy, 1974; Nurss.and Day, 1971; Strickland, 
‘1971; and Suthivnd and Jaggar, 1975). ‘io 

The purpose of this ideutteuthal, therefore, was to examine 
-the syntax of the casual speech performance of inner-city lower-class 
black pre-school] children in order to consider the syntaettic maturity 
reflected in such speech, the range and nature of its non-standard 
verb, question, “and nanetion structures, and the relationships of 


analyses of those structures to analyses presented in studies of 


older speakérs of Black English Vernacular. 
\ 
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METHODOLOGY 


Sub ject 


: MARS 
The data in this stidy consist of naturalisfic speech 


samples from black 3- to - 


year old children, both male i 
Sees 
female, who weré~ lied in a Head ‘Start program in Central 
Harlem. There were 56-children on the Head Start roster, but, 
due to a variety of factors, only 15 were retained as subjects. . 
VEUL SALE, Mere selected on,the basis of regular ue 
status as mono ngual native speakers of English, production of 
a minimum of 50 t-units of speech, willing participation in the 
use of ‘the tape recorder, and cncnl Metetng and ievopnent. 

P The choice of an existing group and a subject-initiated 
CESSES NSE TENE technique resulted in boys re dreamt watt un= ° 
derrepresented in the final subject group. This situation was 
due initially to the underrepresentation of boys on fie program's 
roster: only 18 of the 56 enrolled children were male and some of 
those were Spanish-speaking, bilingual, children. Of the seven 
non-Spanish boys who spoke on tape, most did not seek ut the 
REGAN ERY often and so did not produce 50 t-units of data. Thus, 
, 


finally, only two aeces were boys. 


While this clearly creates an ac in the data, the 
2 é J 


, boys who produced enough speech to qualify id the final analysis 


were finally considered along with the giris (rather ghan as a 
separate group on the wisemeth, of findings by studies in child 


language that there were no significant differences BepreR DORE 


‘ 


and girls' development 


ae 
alte 


« 


re 
of syntax. (Menyuk, :1963 ; Brown, 1973 ; Roy O'Donnell et al, 1967 ; 


and-Kellog Hunt, 1970).° 

Data Gathering 
Because it ‘“s suggested in Light (1971) and Labov (1972) 
that the more familiar a figure the researcher became to the children 
being taped, the more relaxed they would be in the act of speaking, 
the researcher became a regular volunteer member of the Head Start 
staff. Thus, the children came to accept kee as a familiar figure.” 


a ‘ > 
She arranged, also, that whenever possible, taping was momtored 


. 


by more long term members of the community, including teachers who 


had been part of the group during the entire year that it had existed 


as @ group, as well as the children themselves and their visiting 
parents, siblings, and sang, ® 

Children vere never asked to speak into the microphone but 
did so only at their own request or at the request of another child, 
so that the tape récorder was treated as much as possible as a toy 
to be used voluntarily ane unselfconsciously. As the children be- 
came familiar with the recorder and ité workings, they were left t 
lone with it as much as possible in order to further its use as a 
toy and diminish self-conscibusness. The researcher intruded only 
in the following situations: 1) to play back a recorded section of 
tape at the reaultgy of a-whnia win det waded recbriing or 2) to 
ask simple questions of a child eal asked tu use the recorder 
but then could not think of what to say into it. The first inter- 
vention situation was necessary because, although the children 


taped were able to operate the recorder adequately to make tapes, 


a | 8 


they did not understand the replay procedure sufficiently to a- 
void erasing the portion of the tape they wished to ré@play, to 


their disappointment as well ag that of the researcher. 4 
; t : ‘ 7 ; 


The second intervention situation was necéssary because 


a é ‘ 


many of the children penne to become speechless after they took the 
in micrpRhone and so seemed grateful for a few questions to get Sheth 
started. Gueationa Shaw elicited the greatest cee flow were 
about people whom the children lived with or stevie that ‘nate eat 
questions to which aw child might be expected to have some kind of 


answer to help him get started ‘talking freely. 


' 5 “es Assessment of Subjects' Syntactic Maturity 
| | : Three different methods were ‘used to re in speak- x 
e 4 ers 80 young, which Picincnicg their speech that deviated from ‘ 
= | 8 dard English.were characteristic of child language , might oc- 
j cur the speech .of children learning various dialects, and could 
| be expected to extinguish with maturity, and which were. mature, ‘es- 


, Fuh ’ 
: f tablished dialect features. 


’ 


fey MLU as Index of Maturity. Brown (1973)3 in summing up his earlier 

| work with Bellugi, Cazden and Freeney libts the MLU's’ thet he used, 

initially as target values, later as intervals, in designating 

| “five initial stages of development. Brown's last stage has an vs 
" MLU of 4.00 and an upper bound or longest single tune of 13. 


Most of the speakers im.this study are considerably beyond that 


/ 
stage (Table 1). Brown's figures are useful, Mowever, in suggesting 
the stages of deve lopment that the children of this study have mas- 


tered, since Brown determined, for his three subjects, which of a 


; . ae a a 9 


list of 14 morphemes analyzed each child had acquired at each stage. 
By stage V, all three had control, that: is, stidain® pie 

duction of a feature 90% or more in siioatasy ROL PonRIEEnS aus . 

the plural -s, over Yon", "in" and over the present progressive and pos- 

. sessive morphemes. Two had reached criterion and the third was close 
(80% or better) for the use of articles, the past irregular, the past 
regular and the uncontractible copula by stage V. i sidoreoneiuaen 

that "the developmental order of the fourteen morphemes is quite 

amazingly constant across these three unacquainted American child- 

ren." (p. 272) Furkeemore, in oe his findings with those of 

other researchers in the field xn ite. Leopold, Mjller Aid een, 

and himself and Fraser -- Brown concluded that theré was widespread 

similarity in the order of acquisition and that "the order... is 

fatrly independent of criterion of acquisition, children studied, and 
investigator." (p. 282) — 

It can be assumed, then, that children who ‘have reached a com- | 

parable MW to Brown's stage V might have quite regular control over 
the nine’ morphemes that Brown identified as being substantially mas-~ 
tered by then. It can further be assumed that, in the following an- 
alysis, production of these morphemes that. differs substantially 

f rom akentasd adult usage, if it is in the ei of a child whose 

MLU 4s/over 4, mere not from immaturity but from the mature use 

_ of Toms restricted to nonstandard grammar. 

Of the 15 children in this study, 13 were clearly beyond 


stage V in their language development. The two who have MLU's be- 
é 


low 4 are among the oldest children in the group. MLU's for the 
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rest of the group are quite closely clustered around 5 and.6. Both 
of these factors suggest that, for a group of as short an age spread 
as this, MLU i a more meaningful measure of syntactic development 
than is age. There is, in fact, only a very slight, not signifi- 
cant; negative correlation between this group's MLU scores and its 
increasing age scores, as shown in Table 1 ., 

‘Table 1 also shows that most of the children range consid- 
erably beyond) the upper bound of 13 morphemes that Side eat ex- 
pect for stage V. This Pein accord with Brown's conclusion that | 


~ } 
at stage V and beyond, children have access to such a wide range of 


_Structurés that what the child wants to'sSay and the context in which 


he +8 speaking have a greater impact on MLU than what the child knows, 
"so that the ae loses its re as an indication of grammatical 


knowsedge." (1973, Pp. 54). The high upper bounds provided by most 


‘ of this group convey a sense that each child is capable of produc- 


: . 
tion far beyond his mean when motivated. Thus, although the MLU 
is useful in suggesting a certain minimum: standard of maturity for 
this group, it is necessary to look at other aspects of the child- 


ren's data to determine further what the nature of their maturity 


_might be. ; 4 
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) Use ,of Transformations as an Index of Maturity.» Two indices of ma- 


turity based on children's use of standard transformations were used:- 
1) comparision whieh ens uicts atitecks in kinds, of transformations 
used and 2) comparision with 0! owned BE al's kindergarten childs. 
ren's nenws of generalized hae they call"sentence combining") 


transformations. ong s . 
na 


Li 


Table -1 


Relationship of Increasing Age to MLU for 
Each Speaker's Overall Production. 


Age in Months 


36° 


| ft 
MLU for oveyall Longest 
Froduction Utterance 
hae Soe . 16 
6.28 2 
, i 
499° 10 
9-72 ab 
on | 18 
6.22 ; tae 
6.88 18 
5 22 : 21° 
6.17 - 18 
6.40 A Sy 
6.37 . * 15 
5.65 Bh 
3.85 10 
3.94 21 
572 18 


_ this one, Table 2 compares the, two bodies of data using percent of 


a3 
Menyuk examined performances on 26 structures and reported 


how many of her ¢hildren were using each at least some of the time 


although ‘she did not indicate the range of use of each iui iia : 


for each speaker. Because, her groups were considerably ieeeeg than 


each group, rather than numbers of speakers, using each structure. 


Menyuk studied 48 preschool, children and 48 first graders from the 


{ » 


white middle ¢lass suburban community of Brookline, Massachusetts. 
The mean age of the preschoolers was 3 years 8 months , with a range 
from 3 years 1 month to 4 years, 4 months. Her first graders had a a 


ep of 6 years, 5 months, ranging f from 5 years 11 months: to 7 


'- years 1 month. Thus , the preschool group,in this study falls be- 
| 


tween ‘Menyuk’s two groups. Having a mean age of 4 years 6 months and 


4, 


ari age range of 3 years to 5 years 7 months, however, 4t is closer to 


Va, 


Menyuk's preschoolers than to her first graders. Scores for this 
group's use of structures, then, might be edoacted to fall between ~% : 
the scores for Mehyuk's two gtoups.' This is the’ case for many struc- 
tures. Scores - others are similar for all three groups or even 
slightly higher for the Harlem children than for Menyuk"s. The fact 
that only two sets of scores, pronominalization and reflexivization, 


show the Harlem children to be producing markedly fewer standard 


4 4 
“structures suggests that the group 1s generally comparable in its 


syntactic maturity to Menyuk's groups but may have dialect differ- 
ences in those areas., This sense is underscored by the data in Table 
3,+which shows those same two areas to yield ed higher numbers 


of sis epietind wentetuees . 


13 
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zh & 


ye Table 2 
: Percent of Children : 
in Menyuk's Preschool and First Grade Groups and 
_ in This Study Using 26 Standard Transformations 


Structure Mefiyuk's This Study Menyuk's 
Pre- First Graders 
Schoolers* - 

1. Passive ) 48% Th 85% 
2. Negation 100% . 100% 100% 
3. Question (yes/no) 92% . 86% 100% 
4, Contraction - 16%} 100% “100% 
5. Inversion ro} 9 “ 93% 100% 
6. Question (wh-) 98% 86% 98% 
7. Imperative 13h 93% 87h 
8. Pronominalization .33% 6% SUS 
9. Separation 85% 86% /  O2h 
10. Got . 100% "73h 100% 
ll. Auxiliary 

a. be 100% 100% . 100% 

b. have 17% 20% 4Ob 
12. Do 100% 100% 100% 
13. Possessive 100% 100% 100% 
14. Reflexivization 60% 6% 92% 


15. Conjuction 85% not considered 100% 
! . in this study 
16. Conjunction 


Deletion 83% 100% 98% 
17. If 25% 4Op 63h 
18. So 25% : 5 3% 604% 
19. Because 63% 67% 96% 
20. Pronoun (in 
conjoined clauses) 100% not considered 100% 
‘ in this study 
21. Adjectivialization 100% © ‘2 OR 100% 
22. raleee ale Clause 71% 93% 96% 
23. Complement 
a. Infinitive 100% 100% 100% 
bi'Participle 40k th eee 
Biba Te ref se couasn eee lece seater semicircles nentseteenensseone ag 
25. Nominalization - 13% 21h 50% 
+26. Nominal Compound 100% 87% 100% 
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Table 3 
Percent of Children in Menyuk's Freastioal and 
First Grade Groups and in This study Using 

Restricted Structures 


* , 
Menyuk's This Study Menyuk's 
Pre- ; : ‘ First 

Schoolers ‘y Graders 


Ls Verb Phrase 


Structure _ : 


.&. Omission 10% -100% Of 
b. Redundancy sq » «10% « 13% 6% 
c. Substitution \s 33h . 93% 18% 
2. Noun Phrase — 
a. Omission Ow - 93% hO 
b. Redundancy © 50% * 6% 83% 
3- ‘Prepositions 
a. Omission 29% 1. 804° 6% 
b. Redundancy , oe 33% 21%. 
ce. Substitution 33% . 60% , 33h 
4. Article 
a. Omission 43h Th 4 . 
b. Redundancy 18% 6% 16% 
c. Substitution 8% » 13% yf 
5 Particle 
a. Omission 19% 13%" 4S 
b. Redundancy Lh \ OD . ob 
» 6. Inversion Restrictions . \ , 
a. Subject-Object a * . = 
be. Verb Number 35 * 25 
7. Double Negation « 13% ; 8% ‘ 
8. Contraction Deletion 88% * 60% not scored 
9. Question © 32h + 93h "HS ¢ 
10. There Substitution lit 20% 2h 
11. Separation , 8h Of Oh 
12. Reflexivization , 21% » 60% 17% 
13. Tense Restriction 23% . 804 35% 
14. Pronoun Restriction 25% . 93% 23% 
15. Adjective Restriction 31% * Of UG 
16. Relative Pronoun 
Restriction ION, CeR TRIE eens 
a a a ee | 
a. Omission 4 606 - 93% ot 
b. Redundancy 336 27h 15% 
c. Substitution 31% * 10% LOf' | 
18. Noun Form | : ; 
a. Omission 21% . 80% 13h 
b. Redundancy 19 ) 20% 8h 
ce. Substitution 10% Of t Mf 
19. Possessive 16% - 13h Of 


Code: * This study's score is from 12% to 44% lower than Menyuk's preschool 
group's score. 


- This study' s score is from 27 to 90% higher than Menyuk's neesohek 
group's score. 15 


\ 


x ‘ 
structures with similar measures of control. 
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‘Table 3 shows the comparative use of restricted structures 


. do Menyuk's groups and the one used in this study. It shows 15 
‘ - 


areas, marked By dots to the left of the figures for this study, 
in which the restricted output of this group is produced by from 
2Th to 90h more speakers (mean, 55%), suggesting that hana may 
be areas in which non-standard rules are in effect. It also shows 
six areas, marked by asterisks, in which the percentage of this 
group producing restricted structures is from 12% to 44% lower 
(mean, 26%) than Menyuk's preschool group, suggesting ‘that, in 


some areas where nonstandard rules are not in effect, this group is 


moré regularly standard than the others. And, there are 1] areas, 


unmarked, in which the percentage of children producing restricted » 
structures is no more than 12% different for the two preschool groups, 
ulate that those areas in which both groups use largely standard 
Table 4 indicates a pattern that this group's departures 
from Menyuk's group takes. Menyuk has calculated the frequency of 
occurrence of Gan peceodt types of restricted sites is per sen- . 
tence in the tehal data for her two groups. The percent, as she 
points out, is very small. That is, her nursery and first ee 


children deviate from standard well-formedness very infrequently. 


wee eee ae Ce oo wee. wenn ene ne we ee Reem ete oe beremen nee 


~ For ‘two. ‘kinds of departures “from the stand rules, redundancies gaa: 
substitutions, the data from this group is remarkably like that of 


Menyuk's. In short, the suction is that the small number of devi- 


ations-of' these kinds results from immaturity in both groups. There 


are substantial differences, though, in the percent of omissions and 


of failures to observe transformational restrictions, suggesting that 


16 
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14 
ens 4 
Percentage of Occurr@ice Per Sentence (T-Unit) of 
Four Categories of Restricted Structures in Data 
for Menyuk's Preschoolers and First Graders and for 
the Children of this study = 
Category of y Menyuk's This Study Menyuk's 
Restricted Preschoolers : First Graders 
Structure ; ; 
Omissions 5 . TS 80% = of 
Redundancies 3h ; ob 4G 
Substitutions ° ob 6h 1h 
Trans formations- 
Failure to 
Observe Restrictions Th 27h 4g 
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nonstandard structures used by this group depart from standard 


e 


rules in those two general ways. 
Another asaananeiit of syntactic maturity can be made by 
‘comparing the speakers in ‘thie study with the slightly older, 
kindnmimuben eit laien that Q*Donnell et al studied. That group, 
consisting of 30 white middle class children enrolled in a pri- 
vate kindergarten in Murfreesboro, Tennessee, HA & regularly 
higher MLU, @9revb mear of 7.07, ranging from 4.0 - 9.5. There 
are a number of fii reasons in addition to greater syntactic 
sakuslty, that could have contributed to the differetice in these 
figures from the mean of the subjects of the present study, as pre- 


sented in Table |. The children of the Murfreesboro study were a 


year older, already in school, and speaking in a situation that 
6 ‘ 


15 


was unmistakably a test of some sort, which is likely to have encoun 


aged a white middle class group such as theirs to respond as nits 
as possible while, as Labov (1972b,.) pointed out, any sense that a 


test was being given by persons outside their community would have 


exactly the opposite effect on a black lower-class group. Thus, 


differing responses to the data-gathering situations may have had 


4 


some effect on the difference in MLU scores recorded. 
\ 


__....,.fn_addition, O'Donnell et al calculated MLV in words, Tag. Pe Re. 


ther than morphemes. It is not possible, therefore, to make more 
than a very general comparison of the two sets of MLU's, by say- 
ing that, while the Harlem children's MLU's are lower than the Mur- 
freesboro scores, they aren't substantially enough lower to suggest 
any cause other than the effect of a year's development on maturity. 


Data for these children give no particular indication in 


Pr 
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any of the variety of comparisions made, that the children are func- 
tioning with substantially different syntactic maturity than that 
which can be expected of their white middle class equivalents. The 
subjects of this study have control over a wide range of standard 
structures. But, they deviate from the standard considerably ty 
etki areas, suggesting the presence of structures that are re- 
stricted, not to child language, but ies mature nonstandard tania 


fs 
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ANALYSIS AND a 

A major controversy in the study of BEV, the resolution 
of: which promises to ca substantial impact on pedagogy. for 
working with non-standard speakers, stems from the hese ques- 
tion of what a dialect of a language is and 'Hiow it is related 
to the standard variety of that language. One, position on the 
subject holds that a black English dialect divtars trom athnae’ 
ard English in its deep structure, a Suatbion ‘ike is in direct 


wy contradiction to the more conventional — which postulates 


oe 


only superficial du vterengue between two varieties of a language. 
The more conventional position was upheld _ William La- 
bov when, in writing about the negative concord rule in Black Eng- 
iat Ueiesitien: he concluded that the dialect difference was a 
surface one and had "nothing to do with the underlying logic of 
the sentence" (1972). A contrary assessment of ov ees of 
dialect departures from the standard, held by creolists such as 
William Stewart, J. L. Dillard, and Marvin Loflin, claims that 
black English vernaculars and standard English vary more funda- 


mentally. In fact, Stewart feels that the relationghip of the, 


more non-standard dialect varieties to standard English is more — 


like diglossia than dialect variation. Thu#, he has called such * > 8 


varieties "quasi-foreign” languages. It was this position isa 
led Stewart and Joan Baratz to develop elementary reading texts 
written in black English. 

Taking a salibion similar to Stewart's, Marvin Loflin's 


(1969) analysis of the auxiliary structure of the language of a 
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black adolescent informant led him to conclude that Black English 
Resuhatig and standard English differ in their deep structures. 
Auxiliary structure has become, through Loflin's work, the one as- 
pect of BEV that has been assessed in tems of its syntactic re- 
lationship to the standard language, and Loflin has described pro- 
found differences. Loflin and Labov have been the only scholars LL 
to prestnt analysig of data to substantiate claims for a different, 
or identical, tc? structure for BEV did standard Enélish. Their’ 
conclusions, clearly, have been at loggerheads. 

| The work of both Labov, and Lsflin, as well as most other 
students of black English dialects, has concentrated /on the auxil- 
lary, suggesting that it is @ major area of diale t+ difference. 
In considering the data collected for this analysis, it became 
clear that here, too, elements of syntax related to the function- 
ing of .the auxiliary stood out as departing from the standard 
forms and so became the focus of the study. This analysis falls 
into three major segments: tense formation, question formation and 
negation structures. In presenting findings ibn each segment, 


the study first assessed the extent of non-standard usage, then 


considered pattems of departure from the standard. At the same 


time, it included comparision with other researchers' findings 
whenever possible. Throughout, the charts present data by subject 
in order of ascending MLU, but, where this ordering did not suggest 
any trend related to increasing syntactic maturity, the syntactic 

, patterns were considered to be those of mature BEV, an assumption 


based on the initial assessment of the subjects’ syntactic matur- 


, 
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ity that showed them to be generally producing mature structures. 


The most prominent source of nonstandard auxiliary struc- 
tures was variable deletion of the tense bearing element. Table 5, 
~ which shows results of considering past and present tense forms, 
excluding ain't, which is non-standard regardless of tense, and 
be, which will be considered independently, indicated that by far 
' ‘the greatest number of forms were present tense verbs that, in 
the standard, require no inflection and that are produced in their 
standard form by these speakers. Present tense foms requiring 
an -s inflection in the standard also appeared in the data, but 
somewhat less so than did such forms not’calling for the -s. Of 
\those requiring it, 45% reAlized the tense marker. Hypercorrection 
of -s forms did not seem to characterize the speech of these child- 
ren, since, although it appeared in the speech of approximately 
half of the subjects, it occurred in only a mean .8% (range, .01% 
- 4%) of the subjects' total present tense eee 
> , For the past Laraey Table 5 shows a similarly clear ten- 
deney/tovara standard production. By: far the most common type of 
oer Orm-ds.thedrregula?-past-standendy~ produced y --0:- onsen semen memory pes ae 
He went to da dentist. (13:9:31) 


although more than a third as many irregular forms are nonstandard 


in that they appeared as standard present tense forms in situations 


where past was apparently meant. 
He went to schoo. An he day (say) he was goin to poo (1). 


An he ran out a house. (13:9:8:1) 
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Table 5 


Standard and Non-Standard Present and Past Tense Formation 


Present Tense 


Past Tense 


the percentages do not add up to 100%. 


“Since the chart omits all future forms, all copulae,. and all uses of ain't, 


ae ee ae Sea eee be ane 
flect. -  (+ED) 
OM 29 64 33% - - 19% 36 3h 
15 | 296 4 41h - - 36 lp 3h 
8 31h 6% 21h lt - . 10% Th 11% 
ey 626 16% - 36 2h 3 - 2h 
jie 206 hOC<Ci«‘«é ‘ 5 2h OH bh 
ee 306° 0h sh 1p _- Ng 8h 11% 
ak Ship of 33% 1p _ 36 = - 
2 ait Th 10% ls Sh 29% oh Th 
pi 296 1h of o a ag 38% op hh 
26M - 20 8% Th - 4h 4p : $ ' 9 
i7 50% 8h oh . oh 1h & | 
32 3b 104 14 , 186 bh 1g 
33 66 17h 5% - - 35% * 2h ab 
‘A 32h 8% 5h - ob 27h 6% 13 
6 316 1h 5h 4h Qh 20h Th 11h 
ine ae ite pete crt an pence ear pee 
NOTE: The percentages in this chart are of total verb usage in each speaker's data. 


This may not be fully representative of a non-standard pattern, 
however, since many of these forms are not as clearly past™in ‘tn- 
tention as kha exaapie cited; they come from stories which the 
speaker began in the past, then continued in the present. There 


was no way of knowing whether, in the mind of the speaker, the 


story was being shifted into the present for the sake of Hiseaie- 


cy, as is not unusual in standard colloquial usage, or whether 


/ 
these were all genuine unmarked past tenses. 


Pernaps the most interesting finding reflected in Tabies: 
is the absence of regular verbs, either standard or non-standard. 
While there are more than twice as many nonstandard weak (that 1s, 
uninflected) as standard weak forms, there are few of either, sug- 
gesting that the core verb vocabulary of this group of speakers 
consists predominantly of strong verbs. aipeuemacaendon of -ed 
forms, like hypercorrection of -s forms, does not seem to be a’ 
factor in contributing to non-standard usage in this group, occur- 
ring only in the speech of four subjects, and never in more than 
1% of a speaker's output. 


Future Tense Formation. Future tense formation for this group 


presents a radically different, if equally consistent picture. 


’ Future tense production seems to be a substantial source of non- 


standard forms. There are two categories of 
future formation, the use of 1) will, with or without a following 
verb, and 2) be + ing), which appeared most often in conjunction 
with the main verb go in one of its manf variants, including a-go, 


Q 
be go, gonna, and gon, as well. as be going. Only one future fom, 
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or less than 1% of the total futures, consisted of the (be + ing) ~ 
and a verb other ‘hen BO. 

I (t) coming down namorrow. (8:10:15:6) 
Use of Will. Of the two prominent future formations, the struc- 
ture calling for will is far less utilized, only appearing in the 
speech of 8 of the subjects for a total of 194 of the wuts fu- ' 
ture data. And, when that structure is chosen, it is used non- 
standardly in 77% of the total instances of use.’ Eighty-six per 
cent of that non-standard usage can be accounted for by omission 
of will, the other 14 representing the usage by one subject: of 
what appears to be sie Lalotuhtnd: structure. I'd a, by which she 
seems to mean I would. Only 25% of the standard will futures pro 
duced by the group contain the word will, the. other 15h suiteaantes 
instead by the negative won't. Thus, it is possible t& conclude 


that, for this. group, the standard use of will is quite rare. 


Use of Be + Ing. The remaining 80% of future structures are “a 
formed with (be + ing). Al1-15 speakers used this form, and its 
use was predominantly non-standard. A mean of 74% of the use of 
this structure was non-standard. <A portion of this non-standard 


uatige (33%) 4s accounted for r by 1 the absence of forms of be, which % 


will ie Pera in ore consideration of Rothe deletion that fol- 
lows. But that phenomenon, in fact, is the’ least substantial contri-_ 
butor to the-non-standard nature of this structure, both use of the 
partis oe and the juxtaposition of verb forms accounting for a 


good deal more. 


The Sequent A-. Table 6 presents data regarding the use of a-, 
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Table 6 


Group 'Sequent' Use 


By Tense, Frequency & Duration, » 


Activity & Form 


Total Number » 51: 


4 


Tense: , Present 
Past 


Future’ . 
Frequency 
& Dadration ; Short 
Habitual 
Long 
Atemporal 
Ambiguous | 
Activity :, Active 
Stative 
Forms: I'ma 
Was a 
I'd a 
She a 


sins HR HO cc ceadecsts a Pcmtniaabiacet tuiptng tenes 


2h 


~ 


This ta@&ble utilizes the ‘Semantic Classification Categories De- 


veloped by David Crystal (1966): Tense 
tinuum)} Duration; Frequency..." (Henrie 
‘ ditiog to those categories, "Activity." 
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(Placement on a time con- 
, 1969), and Henrie's ad- 


23, 


eet tet ee te ee tet re ree 


e 


2k 
a shancseuon that Pickett (1970) has called the "sequent." Fickett 
considers the a- form to be a'marker of "the sequent phase," oteur- 
ring in the environment V and meaning “is about to be." 
These data support a notion that the a- is not meaningfully dis- 
tinct from the full future from "I'm going to" for this group of 
speakers. To begin with, forms such as Fickett's example, "a-be," 
consisting of a+V, in whichVego, occur extremely rarely in these 
datas They appear, in fact, in only two sentences, the first of 
which is neither a future nor interpretable by Fickett's definition 
as a sequent, but seems most Likely to be an audible euees given 
the apparent difficulty that the speaker is having in completing 
ie sentence. 
He huff an blow and a brow da dow, da house dow. 
‘ 
(seri) 
Teacha, she a break dis. (13:13:28:2) 
In addition to these, there are three other sentences in which a- 
does not follow I'm, as in 


’ 
Da buttafly was a gon a outside. (12:13:10:6) 


pie ies identifies a- as being part of a “sequential phasal," 
"she's a gonna sing", which does not occur at all in these data. 
In $hort, for this group, a- does not function 4s the ne eee 
distinctly meaningful form that a it to bé. Instead, it 
exists orig as @ variation of one form, «"I am going." j 

. Furthermore, there is no indication that in these data the 
"sequent" form conveys any different sense of the future than any 
other future form. Albhough the form does seéh to mean seobanidantis 


future action, which is in accord with what Fickett considers it to ' 


r | OF ’ 
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mean, it dnes not seem to convey particular imminence. Usages 
such as the following do seem to support a sense that a- ee con- 
vey imminence at least in some eaaeee. 
I'm a talk on HEB og 
he 


Teacha, she a break dis. (13:13:21:7) 


However, other usages of a- by the same speaker convey no similar 


immediacy: 
& 


I'm a go to my gramma's house... an I'ma (s)tay. 
(15119591 ch) 

. Other speakers, too, fail to Sineunnee the interpre- 
tation of a- as a “sequent” form. One child says "I'm onna cut 
that on" (33:8:2:5) when she is just about to turn og the play- 
back mechanism on the tape recorder, but "I'm a tell somebody in 
my femily" (33:9:5:6) which, due to lack of proximity of her fam- 


ily at that point, could not have meant imminent action. In other 


conversation, she appears to use I'm a- and other future forms in- 


‘ 


caponaneionad 
Den I'm be five yeas ol. Now I'm foa. Den I'm gon 
be five. I'm a have a birthday, party. (33:9:9:7-8) 
‘Other examples of the element seem specifically not to re- 
fer to the imminent future: 


I won't go to the moon because I'm a fall. 
(8:10:14:5) 
I'm gonna pick dp (se) Paes by myself. Ya tell, I'm ’ 
a tell ya motha. (32:10:6:8) 
Finally, 
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"I'm a wait till da man get in nea (there)," 
(8:10:15:8) 
seems quite clearly to indicate something expressly other than 
' dmmediacy, especially considering that the speaker is awaiting 
the appearance of a man on the moon. Conversely, the utterance 
"I'm be it now. I'm put ma teef out." (8:10:}37:7) seems to Tae 
dicate immediate intention, but omits the proposed sequent an. 
Althaugh no distinct pattern appears from looking at the 
data on a- from Fickett's point of view, Labov's (1968 ) position 
ii the subject seems a good deal more wut etek He considered 
I'ma _ to be a phonological variant of I'm going to, derived from 
a "reduction route," characteristic of colloquial standard English, 
that reduces /xmgo’intu/ to. jomman2/ and then takes a BEV "subpath" 
that assimilates the stop /n/ ie tis nasal /m/, yielding /ma/. (pp. 
251-252). Labov pointed out that all the intermediary forms in his 
hypothetical reduction route are present in his data, but that I'm a 


is by far the most commor, a situation that is replicated in these 


data. 
Labov acknowledged that: 
if 2¢ were aor for the presence of these rane 
the derivation of I'm a from I am going to would seem rather 
distant and unconvincing, but all of them are available to the 
analyst as well ps the native speaker. (1968, p. 252). 
Because, as Table 7 indicates, the primary environment --90%-- of a- 


is I'm ,» Labov's analysis seems to make a great deal of sense 


for this data. 
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Fisirhencat isan. The term " j€xtaposition" is used here to 

refer to any situation in which two or more base forms of verbs, 
or a form of be and a base fori of a verb,Ceo-occur. It nappeds 
primarily, although not exclusively, in future formations and ac- . 
counts for the non-standardism of the (be + ing) +V future that 
is not due to the a- element. Juxtaposition occurs in three areas: 
1) where the standard dialect calls for be + ing and the data yields 

j be +V as in "is bleed" or "was kiss," 2) where the standard dialect 

F employs V+ infinitive and the data allows V+V, as in "try open," or. 
"want talk", and 3) apparently a combination of the preceding two, 
where the standard Aiideat wand require ~ide + infinitive and the 
data presents V+V or $+V instead, as in "I'm put," "gon be," "go 
sneak", and“He's not go talk." Two constructions that yield jux- 
taposition, V+Infinitive and Ving + infinitive, do so with decrea- 
sing Pde as MLU increases. This leads to a conclusion that those 
two kinds of juxtaposition are functions of immaturity and not fea- 

. tures of the renner dialect. Such a finding would account for the fact 


ty 
that no other studies of BEV syntax mention these juxtaposed struc- 


tures as dialect features. 


The third area, be. + ing, seems to remain fairly constant as, 


MLU increases, suggesting that it is, indeed, a feature of the dialect 


’ 


and one that is established quite fully even for the least mature speak- 


ers,in the group. 
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Age Grading and Future Tense Formation. J. L. Dillard focused 


on the feature I'm a in his elucidation of the concept of age- 

grading as applied to BEV. He outlined a progression in the de- 
velopment of this form, saying that children up to the ages of i" ni 
‘five or six use "purposive futures like Im put." (1972, pe 234). 

At the age of seven or so, they Buniees Ima ut , then, a me or 


s0 later, Imo put, which, said Dillard, may remain the adult usage 


of a "low-status" {gdividual and in the casual style of a "social 
climber." Children, suggests Dillard, don't acquire Imonna or 
I'm gonna until they are around fourteen. (1972; Bs 234). 

It is clear, however, that the age-grading that Dillard 
described does not occur in the present data. All the forms that 
Dillard cited and a good tiany more occurred in the present data. 
Forms analogous to Dillard's I'm put occur in only 11% of the forms. 
For this group, I'm a was by far the predominant form of I am going © 
to future structures (48%). It was, then in full ope ration in thle 
group long before the age ait which Dillard would have expected to 
hear it. 

Furthermore, I'monna (5%) and L'm gonna (154), that Dillard 
would expect to develop around the age of Uk, are present in 15% of 
the realizations of I am going to in these data, with the more 
standard I'm gonna by far the more dqminant. Lastly, the entirely 
standard form I'm goin (g), which Dillard completely omitted from 
his consideration of age-grading, occurred in 14% of ‘possible ) 


realizations. It would appear, then, that Dillard's analysis of 


age-grading, with respect to the future form I am going to (+ Vv); 


ot 


does not apply to this group. 

¥ One must say for the future tense data of this study that, 
in agreement with Labov, "the grammatical category of the future 
ee quite secure," (1972, p. 25) and that, while it sometimes 
occurs using a form of will, usually won't, it is most often found 
in some variation of be + going to. This form is the ssauaus 
aumenoue non-standard foms, none of which affect indication of 
tense or aspect. 
Durative be. One widely identified feature of Black English 
TRAE is the cnuerected be form. Loflin consfdered this 
be tain to be an a-temporal aspect marker; on its ectwianse 
hinged much of his argument for a different Hoos structure. If 
there is not widespread ies Reker however, as to the structural 
import of this be sie as <s Besa a good deal of agreement 
among students of the dialect on what, in general, it means. 
Labov, working with Harlem adolescents, Walt Wolfram, working 
with Detroiters, and Samuel Henrie, studying 6-year-olds in Los 
Angeles, all agreed that the form means “habitually,” "generally," 
or "intermittently," although Labov added that the ee is par- 
ticularly tricky to analyze-since it éan also fndliease instantaneous 
time. “era | 

Considering that this invariant be form has been so widely 

and similarly reported, iA sh sa particular curiosity that the fom. 
appears extremely seldomly in the data of this study. Only 5.6% of 


the total forms of be tabulated contain the word be at all, and most 


of those, (65%), were mot the invariant be but rather were in infinitives, 
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imperatives, or base forms following a modal. Only 11 instances 
of be, out of the 31 identified in the data, could be analysed 
as possibly representing ee be, a scant 26 of the total 
use of be forms. In addition, there appeared to be no relation- 
ship between the few produced invariant be forms and maturity as © 
measured by MLU. Finally, the forms fell fate no very clear or | 
expected pattern according to the tende or duration and frequéncy 
that they seemed to convey. But they did convey habitual aspect. 

It does not appear that the widely identified invariant 
be evi is fully productive for this group of speakers. Although 
some speakers use it, none uses it with the frequency found in more 
dialect speakers. This finding coincides with Labov's finding that, 
while invariant be is at the, core of the dialect, it is spoken most 
frequeatly by pre-adolescent and adolescent speakers. The pre-school 
children here under analysis have presumably yet: to acquire this 
feature of their dialect. 
The Copula. Forms of be other than those interpretable as the 
invariant be show subetanhial correspondence between the language r 
of tnis group of speakers and that reported for other groups. That 
is, this group uses, contracts, and deletes the copula in a pattern 
highly similar to that reported initially by Labov aed substantiated 
for Detroit data by Wolfram (1969) and for independently-collected « ° 
New York data by Jane Torrey (1972). Labov's analysis of copula 
use showed the copula to appear categorically under some circumstances, 
to be deleted categorically in others, and to appear variably in still 
others. Table 7, which records 9, standard, and realized non-standard 


; : ou 
be forms, that is, forms that are non-standard due to their lack of 
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3h 
e Table 7 sa 
Percentage of %, Present-Standard, and Present- 


Non-Standard Realizations for Four Potential 
Forms of Be. 


Is Are Am ('m) Wasp =< Were. 
Speaker Pres Pres ( Pres Pres |§§ Pres Pres Pres Pres Pres Pres 
@ St. N-S 9 St. N-S 9 St. N-S QO St. N-S 9g St. N-S 


14 81 5.100 - - -__100 - - _100 -  - - e 
12 08 <« - - - -__:100 - -__ 100 - - - F 
1 8 - 100 = -. 8 a = el - - = 
a ee: - 100 - - - 160 = 20 80 -_- - 
Mean & 61 \ 6 - 6 i. 6 By 10 
Note: Percentages shown separately for each fom. ee 


‘Present-Nonstandard' records items that appear, but that do not 


follow standard pattern of agreement with their subjects. 
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standard concordance with their subjects, shows a pattern di destined 
tive sentences, that corresponds substantially with what Labov reports. 

Are and were appear a be virtually pon-existent in the data. 
Were, in addition, is realized as ¢ only once; the rest of the time 
that it does not appear, was occiirs in its place. Tnis corresponds 
to Labov's findings that was predominates over were (1972a,. Pp. 121) 
and that the ditevicn of are has reached such B Atsh point that it is 


— 


effectively zeroed out for many speakers. (1972a, p.- 52) ‘Here, the . 
item occurs in only a mean 6% of possible environments in which the 
standard calls for ar Was, by contrast,is present in 84% of : 
possible environments. An addition 106 of was is cited as occurring 
non-standardly because it has plural subjects and so was equivalent to 
the standard were. 

The data of this study correspond with Labov's finding that 
be occurs categorically in infinitives and after modals. The form 
be occurred in all 16 infinitive constructions in which it was called 
for and in the five imperatives that required it as well. These 


numbers are quite small, as few constructions requiring the base form 


be occurred in the data. But, those that did appear are in accord 


with the categorical rule that Labov postulated. Finally, tne form 


‘=m is present in 934 of fhe environments in‘which it is called for. 
By contrast to the highly consistent occurrences or deletions 

of the forms cited above, the form is presents a dramatically different 

picture. It appears in only 61% of the possible occurrences. Thus, 

these data correspond also with Labov's determination that the element 


of the copula that is variably deleted is is. For the deletion of is, 


these speakers appear to be following some, if not all, of the constraints 
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that Labov determined to be operating on the speech of his subjects. 
Labov looked at the reduction of is in relation to its environ- 
ment and determined that such deletion is clearly effected by the 
phonological and syntactic environments of the elementy He determined 
that the most important influence on deletion is "whether or not the 
subject is a pronoun or some other noun phrase." (1972a, p. 85) The 
same principle holds for these data; the presence of a preceding 
subject noun phrase results in full realization of the copula in the 
predominant number of cases. In addition, presence of a preceding 
pronoun subject results almost exclusively in contraction or deletion; 
of the total 160 forns of is following a noun phrase that were recorded ~- 
in hina data, 48% are full forms, 17% are contracted, and 35% are deleted. 
By contrast, in the 126 environments following a pronoun, only 13% are 
full, while 57% are contracted and another 40% deleted. 
In addition to the fundamental effect of the grammatical 
category of the preceding subject, it is clear that, just as in Labov's 
data, a preceding vowel favors contraction whereas a preceding 
consonant favors deletion. (1972a, p.- 105) Thus, nere, of 104 instances 
of contracted is, 67 (64%) are preceded by a vowel, whereas of 89 items 
of deleted is, only 37 (426) are preceded by a vowel. 


Labov also considered the effect of various preceding phonemes’ 


on contraction and deletion of is, finding fewer full forms after noun 


phrases ending in vowels than in consonants, a "small but distinct ten- 
dency for more full forms eo tens after voiceless consonants than 


after voiced," (1972a, p. 102) ‘and virtually no contracted forms 


but a good many deleted forms after silibants, leading him to 


36 


r 


Table 8 
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w . 
Effect of Preceding Phonological 


Environment on Realization of Is 


Silibant Voiceless 


Full 100% 


Contracted - 


Deleted - 


# of Forms 17 


Con 


sonant 


14% 


Table 9 


Voiced Vowel 
Consonant 
55 6h 
11% 60% 
336 336 
114 111 


Effect of Following Grammatical 


Environment on Realization of Is 


Full Lid 
Contracted 32% 
Deleted 27% 


# of Forms 116 


_PA 


13 
73% 
1 3 
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LOC 


16% 
32h 
Sob 


22 


37 


_V+ing _Gon 
11h Th 
37h 31h 
5 36 STh 
49 30 


rt) ad 


consider that deletion is "practically categorical after silibants." 
(p. 102) Table 8 shows that the effect of ve ada phoneme 


is genera}ly parallel for these data. teat 


Here, too, as Table 8 shows, there are far fewer full Ra 


forms following vowels than following consonants. (p. 105) 


Considering the effect that different consonants have on reduction, 


\ 


however, a different pattern seems to emer¢. than Labov saw. While 


Labov's data show considerable deletion follo i 


4 silibants, for 
these data a full form is realized#in all cases. ‘ his finding is 
even more Sone ten Ora when one recognizes that, o h eg elements 
preceding is and anaiinia in a silibant, 16 vere the item dis, which — 
appears not to have the effect Labov might expect of it either due to 


” &' 
its status as a pronoun or its final silibant. 


Voiceless consonants, too, show a different tendency in 


data than in Labov's, for here they result in far fewer full forms 
Shan. ao voiced consonants. Only 14% of the 44 voiceless consonants 
that precede foms of is yield the full form, while 55% are followed 
by contracted is and s26 by deleted is. Also, Ton these data so few 
contracted forms occur after voiced consonants -- 13 OK of a total 
of 114, or 11% -- that it appears this preceding factor yields 
primarily full forms, 55%, or deleted forms, 35%. 

Labov's analysis suggests, also, that the following gramma- 
tical element has an effect “Sn how is is realized, that a following 
noun phrase yields the highest number of full forms, a following 


predicate adjective or locative has similar but not as consistent 


effect, and following v+ting or, specifically, .a form of going to 
ween oe Poe 
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yields practically no full forms at all. 

Data in this study(Table 9) follow roughly the same pattern, 
as Labov's findings regarding his preteen group, the youngest of his 
informants, aged 9-13, and one teenaged group, aged 10-17. (1972a, p.-: 
86-87) It is true of this group, as of Labov'sythat less reduction 
takes place before nouns than before any other grammatical element. 
It is also true for all three groups that a following verb, particu- 
. larly a form of going to, yields the most reduction. There is a 
good deal of difference, tnough, between the pre-school children 
and Labov's subjects in iets tendency to contract or delete. 
Labov sees deletion as an extention of the contraction process, 
considering all deleted forme to have first undergone contraction. 
It is clear from Graph 10 that his subjects uttlize the deletion 
process far more than do the pre-schoolers, who have substantially 
more contraction and less deletion in their speech than-do Labov's 
subjects. The grammatical element that contributes the most to this 
greater contraction is the following predicate adjective, which yields” 


both fewer full forms and fewer deleted forms than it does in Labov's 


~ 


data. 


Question Formation 


The nature of question formation has not been widely considered 
by previous researcners on the nature of BEV. Only four studies devoted 
any attention to it, and they reported widely divergent findings. The 
findings of this study, in turn, echo none of the previous findings, but 


correspond to some of them in ways that will be outlined. 


Analysis of the question structures in the data of this study 
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full 


contracted 


deleted 


Graph 10 -.. 


Full, Contracted, and 
Deleted is in Five 

| Syntactic Environments: 
A Comparision of Data 
from This Study and 
from Two of Labov's 


Harlem Groups. 


: This Study 


Pisa aaa : T-Birds* 
(aged 9-13). 


eoeeecoens Jets* Z 
(aged 10-17) 


* (Labov 1972a, pp. 86-87) 
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substantiates Labov's hypothesis that absence of a tense marker 
¢ ' é : ‘ 
is a major source of non-standard question struetyures. It also 


' 4 ne 3 ; 

suggests rather different tendencies toward non-standard production 
af : ' 

depending on the type of question,structure and the particular tehse- 


bearing element that a structure's standard equivalent would requiré. 


f 


Types of Question Structures. In considering the present data con- ' 


“sisting of 233 questions, one can discern four structurally distinct 


a 


kinds ake % 


126 wh questions: 
\ -” Whea's you motha? (12:12:8:6) 
4y type I yes/no questions, of the sort that £ 
Je 
ff 


require, in the standard dialect, inversion 
of She tense-bearing element and the subject: 
Or, is ha (her) gon kiss a you hin? 
: ** (2:9:12:5) 
: _ Ty type II yes/no questions, those that are 
declarative; or imperative in their syntax 
n ahd are signalled i questions by intonation: 
He ate¢€it alregdy? (26m:7:10:8) 
16 embedded wh- questions: 


I don know whe' he snuck. (32:1:3:9) 


~ 
« ‘ ead 


The formation of "embedded question" being drawn upon here is to 
be found in Roderick h: Jabocs and Peter S. Rosenbaum, (1968), 
which regards wh- questions to be questions eget noun phrases 

and the wh- question transformation to replace the Q constituent 


in the underlying structure with a NP in which the noun carries 


a 


i 
the feature +wh. (p. 153) When such questions are embedded, ‘the 


‘ 


interrogative transformation is blocked, but the wh- question 
transformation replacing the di raneniat® with a wh- word still 
applies. (p. 181) Jacobs and Rosenbaum distinguish embedded 
question wh- clauses and their initial interrogative pronouns 
from relative clauses having initial relative pronouns that are 
identical in their form to the interrogative wh- wordg . Embedded 
wh- questions are recognizable as noun phrase compliments while 
vorntive clauses are not. Jacobs and Rosenbaum's cleft sentence 
test fot dete nmining noun phrase compliments makes this distinction 
clear. A sentence sich as " I don't know where he snuck" can be 
transformed to "What I don't know is where he snuck." But, @ 
sentence like "I am going where he snuck" cannot be transformed 
*"What I am going is where he snuck." This indicates the wh- 
wince in the first sentence to be a noun phrase compliment and 
so an embedded question, while the wh- clause in the second 
sentence relates to the deleted NP "to the place," making ita 
relative clause. 

Table 11 shows that, for each of the four,types, standard 
items occur. In fact, for yes/no questions, the structures are 
predominantly standard. Even leaving out type II yes/no questions, 
which are uniformly standard in their question formation because 
their syntax does not alter to produce the question, the type I 
yes/no questions are still 66% ciated. Wh- questions are more 
generally non-standard: 62% are non-standard, eeesiis due to 


absence of the inverted tense bearing element. The non-standard 


43. 
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Table 11 
anni gence of Standard and Non-Standard Use- of 
Four Types of Question Structures 


Wh- Type 1 ‘Type 11 Embedded 
. Questions Yes/No Yes/no * Wh- 
Speaker Standard N-S Standard N-S Standard N-S Standard N-S 
ne 18 - 2 2 - bad - 
at - 1 2 - ad - 
8 L - 4 2 - - - 


14 - - - 2 - - - - 
2 8 10 4 - rs ‘hs " 
13: 2 m : é - : aetaed 
26m 1 - > 2 6 - - - 

1 - 1 2. 1 - . : 
32 10 : , i é 

NO UESTIONS 

16 8 - 8 - - 
6 1 1 - 2 - 1 - 
Totals 4 88 15 4 - 10 6 
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nature of wh- questions is even more sharply outlined when one 
separates out the wh- question structures in which a tense 


bearing element independent of the main verb is not standardly 


required: {- 


SS : e 


How come you put dis fing right down hea? 

(32:10:6:4) 

An wha happened den? (7:1:10:8) 
Included in the wh- question category are 4 how come questions: 

Ha come dis got tape? (32:10:5:7) 

Ha come it byoken (broken)? (32:10:5:9) 

How come you put dis fing (thing) right down hea? 

(32:10:5:10) | 

An how come you put a tape on it? (32:10:5:10) 
Probably due to its status as an informal variation of the wh- 
question using why in the standard ‘dialect, this structure has 
nee received consideration in transformational analyses of 
questions. Thus, there is ae scholarly precedent to follow in 
identifying it. This researcher has chosen to consider At a wh- S 
structure for saat of a more specifically appropriate aca urs ° 
and because it realizes an initial ‘iSlement and does not reayest 
verification of a proposition, as do yes/no questions. Yet, it’ 
differs from other wh- questions in that it does not require the 

s 

question-inversion transformation in any dialect. 

Of the 67 wh- question structures jot requiring an 
independent tense-bearing element, 54% iad ina standard forn,: 


Or: considerably more than the a bf standard formations in 


Man 


he 


the total wh- question data. The degree of non-standard peoduétion 

in’ these structures is more similar to that in the total question 

-sffata, which further substanti tes “a sense that absence of the 
a element is a critical factor in production of non- 

standard questions, since 96% of the non-standard structures in 

stbereices wt requiring separation of tense is due to absence 

of the tense-bearing element: . 

; Who dis? (passim) \ , 

Table 11,in presenting data ranked by ‘ascending order 
of MLU, suggests that non-standard type 1 yes/no question 
structures decrease with linguistic iene y, white standard. 
use of structures increases. The difference 1s not accounted 
for by use of an increased amount of type II yes/no Eee 
which increases far less with increasing maturity. By contrast, 

non-standard formation of wh- question structures remains quite 
‘constant with increasing maturity. 

In accord with Labov's data, the major source of non- 
standardism for these speakers is absence of the tense-bearing 
element. For wh- questions requiring be ,* 55% deleted it, while 
a similar 59 of required be was absent in yes/no structures; ‘ 

do is almost hekeceae ua ies absent from these data, occurring in 


a 


only 7.5% of total structures that require it in standard literary 


English. (Excluded from consideration are questions that eliminate 
do ina way that standard colloquial English also allows: "You 
“want some?"), The low incidence of do is particularly due to wh- 


structures, where that element occurs in only 34 of the environments 
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Table 12 
Occurrences of Auxiliary Do in 


Wh- And Yes/No Questions 


gies Ba Wh- Yes/No 
Speaker Do % Do Do % Do! 
) - 3 - 1 
15 - 2 = 1 
8 - 1 3 3 
34 - 2 ~ 1 
12 - “ . 3 
% - 4 - 2 
14 s F mn 
2 ’ 1 2 2 
13 - \ a re 
26M - - - 6 
17 - 2 - 1; 
32 = 2 3 - 
T 
4 
37 


76 


4h 


that would call for it in the standard; by contest, do octurs 
in 24% of yes/no structures that papules 4. ‘keane OF 
this element, in fact, may account for the increase of standard 
yes/no questions with maturity. As can be seen in Table 12, do ' 
more rarely occurs in the yes/no structures of speakers whose 

, MLU's are below the mean. Similarly, do occurs extremely rarely 
in wh- questions in, these data; the item that contains it is 
produced by the most mature speaker. Although there are not 
enough data on this subject to draw any significant conclusion, 
it appears possible that do- support is just beginning to emerge 


in questigns for this group, and that it is emerging slightly 


bs 


4 x i 
earlier for yes/no questions than for wh- questions, thus 


accounting ioe he increase of standard yes/no structures with 
increased maturity but the constancy of non-standard wh- question 
structures, which are, as yet, largely untouched by the appearance 
of do. Both kinds of questions, however, yield question structures 
standardly calling for do in the speech of 93% of the speakers. 


The remaining 7%, one speaker, produced no taped questions. 


Sources of Non-Standard Structuress Labov (1968) presents three 
alternative hypothetical explanations of the ~% tense marker in 
yes/no questions that seem extendable to the consideration of the 


same phenomenon in wh- questions as well. These are: 1) that 


the questions underwent the question invergion, received do- 
support where necessary, and then underwent do deletion, 2) 


that do-support is not provided, so that the "isolated tense- 


marker simply disappears like any abstraction," (1968, Vo. I; 


47 , 


Pp. 292), and 3) that the question inversion never occurs. 

The re is considerable evidence in these data to discard, 
as Labov did, alternative #3, since some question inversion 
structures appear with some regularity. des 

In order to realize this, however, one must first 
recognize that question inversion involving the use of be, 
that is, not requiring do, is fully controlled Ry these speakers 
but is obscured in many instances Sy copula Jeiesedis Of the 111 
questions requiring the use of be, 56, or 50%, involved deretad 
forms of is, are, and, in one case, was. In 53 of such cases, the 
resulting utterance provides no information about whether or not 
the inversion occurred before deletion took place: 

Yon gon nial hea? (54:12:10:9) 

The 50% of question structures requiring be and realizing 
a form of be, however, reflect a good number of inverted question 
structures. Forty seven, or 69%, of those contain standard question 
inversion using either is or are. 

Are you finish? (15:6:17:5) \ 

Of the 29h that do not use the. standard inversion, 75% decline to 
do so under circumstances where the standard language can, gnd 
sometimes must, also retain declarative syntax. That is, dies are 
either in embedded questions, they have a wh- element in subject 
position, or the lack of inversion results in declarative questions. 

You know what da is?\ (15:11:3:5) 

Whas youa name? ( 32:11:2:5) | 

Erything's all right? (17:13:2:8) 
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The end result of combining the figures for inverted and non- 
inverted questions hike be is to discover that 91% of questions 
not deleting be are standard structures, using, or not using, the 
question inversion according to standard patterns. 

Further indication that the question inversion indeed is 
| 


a productive rule for these speakers comes from looking at questions 


usings modals. While jonly 7 of these occurred, 5, or 1%, were 


inverted according to the standard rule: / 


Can I hold it? (34:8:4:12) 

Would you sith repeating what I say? (34:8:7:2) 

Ple(ase), eau halve) ae gum? (2:13:22:9q) 

Can I keep dip? (32:1:3:6) 

i May've dis ice cream fo five cent? (6:1:4:5q) 

One, & question requiring will, deleted the auxiliary in a delara- 
tive question in accordance with the will-deletion pattern di scussed 
in eaeades consideration of the future tense. 

I see ya lata, k? (1:12:6:4) | 7 
iii? wenadnting gudetian used won't, also ina declarative structure: 
. os I won hea my |burse in hea? (8:11:5:7) 

Although it fs clear that question inversion is productive 
for these speakers, dne status of add) in questions is not so clear. 
Part of this lack uf !clarity results from the scarcity of realized 
auxiliary do. It octurs in only 13 question structures, or 22h 
of the total questions that could sasiebe do in standard dialect. 

| 


Of these ra; one is used in place of the. main verb: 


Who say hello to me? You did? (32:12:8:1) 
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Five auxiliary do's occur with negatives in saaineetive questions: 
Don' mess it up? (8:13:15:4) 
Dem don't broke? (8:12:16:3) 
You don't be big? (8:10:17:1) 
You don memba my baby? (2:13:10:5) 
sh You don know it? (2:13:12:5) 
One auxiliary do occurs with a negative in an embedded question 
aot ed ae inversion: 

Das ha comé he don' wanna stay to da paak. (32:10:7:1) 
Another example involved do with a negative and inversion, but 
it is in a quotation from a song and so may not reflect the 
speaker's own grammar: 

He go like, "ma,’ma, pra, don't cha see me? (2:13:12:1) 
One other, also tied to a negative element, is inverted in the 
speakers ' own structure: 

Diten I say, "go da be(a)" (32:10:6:2) 
Only four consist of inversion id daceusnel without an additional 
negative element: 

Do you know what? (7:12:13:1) 

Do you eva know my name? (%y12;19:2) 

Do you got do(se) wicked eye? (7:9:3:6) 

Big Bad Russell, what does he did? (6:7:14:7) 

In sum, of the 13 realized do auxiliaries, only 6, or 46, 
are inverted. All 6 are produced by speakers at or above the mean 


MLU. Only 4, or 31%, are independent of negative structures, in 


which do occurs regularly. This might suggest that do-support 


e- 


00 


4B’ 
‘{s not productive for questions at all, but that it ails as part “ 
of the negation structure, instead. It is clear that absence of 

do from questions is the nom, and that negation is a major 
environmental influence favoring its realization. 

Two additional yes/no questions, one produced by a speaker 
above the median MLU and one below, do not contain do-support but 
nevertheless lend some credence to a suggestion that do-support 
has begun to develop for this group. 

These questions: 

He go and get an onge? (26m:7:9:8) 

You break it? (9m:12:17:2) 

ee by context, clearly in the past tense. Their verbs, ee 
strong, would be likely to ainieis in the past fbr this group. 

The fact that they do not suggests that tense may already have 
been separated from the verb in these utterances. But, these 

are the only examples in the data that might lend clear support 

to Labov's suggestion that a floating tense element, not receiving 
do-support, has Siesta neat. In the light of the 5 atheqinees 
in which tense does receive do-support, these utterances are more 
reasonably interpretable as lending support to Labov's first 
alternative, that do-support occurs, but whew 6b is subsequently 
deleted. Thus, there is some slight suggestion that standard do- 
support may be developing in these data, although the limited data 
and small numbers of speakers providing it make this siodestton 


extremely tentative. 


Of the total question structures weautting do, although 


ol 


J - 


Pa 


“Sac eabietanelal cimeh” SC Se ik? Galt Gatien as 


kg 


a faigly small number of utterances contain that element, a far 


\ 
in situations where standard colloquial dialects also omit that 


element: , 
You wan it? (34:12:11:4) 
You wan a sing it down in the gym? (1:8:1:6) 
Ninety-two percent of these occur before you or before a deleted 
you, as in: 
Wan me ta talk? (6:1:16:2) 
A few appear before other subject elements: 
Dis record say, "I'ma kill you?" (15:6:8:1) 
,rhere are so few examples of do-absence before Beets other 
» than you that one might suspect a following you of contributing to 
g do. However, a simpben explanation, supported not only by the 
‘dirth of data on do preceding elements other than you but also 
by the amount of do # you data, is that the direct interpersonal 
conversation that the data-collection strove to capture yields 
ee a addressed to and inquiring about a second person 
than regarding a third person. All that can be reasonably 
‘ determY/ned from these data, then, is that a substantial portion 
of the omitted do is omitted in accord with standard colloquial 
usage and is not particular to the dialect of these speakers. J 
Another 39% or 9 do, however, exhibits a clear idhemeaniae 
pattern; do aipenrs to be categorically absent from wh- questions 


that would require it in the standard dialect. It is, in fact, 


absent in 97% of the 30 such questions in that data: 


Od 
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Why he do like dat? (9m:5: :5) 
How you get dis off? (8:12:16:2) 
Why you speak to me bad? (1: 3a:8:6q) 
An what he did? (32:1:3:1) te 
‘ The extremely high consistency of this pattern indicates that do- 
support does not exist for this group of speakers in sh- questions. 
“ The one speaker who attempts it, the most mature speaker in the y 
group, clearly indicates that ie does, not have command of the 
rule for its use. She inserts do, but leaves tense on the base : . 
verb: 
Big bad Russel, what does he did? (6:7:14:7) 
These data have exhibited a far greater tendency toward 
use of non-standard forms than either the data analyzed by Legum 
et al (1971) or that of Henrie's (1969) study: both of these 
studies used slightly older speakers. The extent of its difference 
from their findings is not calculable, since they did not distinguish 
both types of question structures and types of non-standard structures. 
But, the fact that both of those studies report substantially 
standard use of do in questions clearly distinguished their findings 


Peet - en One possible explanation of these differences is that 


they result from regional dialect variation. Another, supported by 


? 


the suggestion in thesé data that do-support may be developing for 


* 


this group, is that it may be an aspect of the dialect grammar 
that becomes productive at a fairly late point in the developmental 


process. 


aA. 


This analysis has also extended beyond Labov's work on 


question structures, in considering his three hypothetical 


Ov 


d 


explanations of do absence and seeing distinct patterns of that 


‘ 


phenomenon that differ with type of question structure. 


ri Tag Questions. It is of some curiosity that, in these 
data from speakers whose question semieeae non-standardness is 
tied so substantially to g be and @ do, there is a total lack 

era 

of the kind of information regarding be and do that lipguists 
studying standard dialects have sought in tag questions. This 
is not to say that tag questions do not exist in these data. 
Although they are quite scarce, in only 3% of the total question | 
data, there are 6 aieneles using 4 different tags: right?, 
o.k.?, (or k?), yes?, and huh? Although Labov reported tag 
questions, without indicating their frequency in his data, 
and said that in those in which — standard dialect peqndyenn 
be, "the finite forms of be are required" for his BEV speakers, 
clearly the group in this stidy has an alternative formula, one 
that entirely skirts the questions of be and do status and of the 


syntax ‘of question formation. 


Negation ‘ 


Multiple negation is considered by several scholars who 
have studied BEV to be a prominent characteristic of the dialect. 
Henrie (1969), for example, reported that his Oakland, California 
kindergarten subjects used double negatives with indefinites-- "I 


don't want none."-- 71.4% of the time that they used indefinites 


in negative i 
Wolfram's (1969) Detroit data, drawn from 48 Negro 


BA 


—7 


a 
p 4 
be 
y 
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; nee ile . 
‘ ? te aa 
a ¥ Fiat 
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negation {neluding occurrences th 5 ae , detéfminers, 


Foes “y 


‘informants equally divided into three age groups, 10-12, 14-17, 
and 30-35 : showed that for lower working class Negroes » whose 


class, designatton roughly corresponds to that of the families 


of the Harlem children , the percentage of realized multiple 


e 


"auriiiaries and pines was @ mean TT .8b. ' 


\ Similarly, ‘Light (1971), using Bengt Loman 's (1967) 
data cc five Washington, D.C, children sged 6 to 11, found 


/ 


83% realization of negative ne ene of a negative » 
an auxiliary to Andefinites apa pronouns--in potential » fn : 
environments. And, Legum et al (1971), working with Los 

Angeles children in poaden K~3, found 66% of negation to ‘be 
{nvolved in multiple structures when an intevtever was absent, 
ue when one eas oreieut, Negative concord eee with a 
negated | tense marker and 4 area indefinite noun phrase , 


was even Wigner eee an interviewer | was i 60% when one 


aes present. sy ‘i *% 
‘ In‘his discussion of negative concord, Labov (1972a), 


présented a number of figures for use of negative concord id 


i e* 


ceeleneigrsins of Harlem pre-teens ahd teenagers, as well as by 


preadolescent speakers in West Philadelphia, all of which hover GC 


close to [00f, leading ‘hin to suggest tat "the aca ve is 


attracted to indeterminates generally." (1972a, p.51) Further- 


more,’ Labov reported that in addition to "the transfer .of 
hedatives to indeterminates, we ‘algo have the possibility of 


. 


negatives appearing in the usual preverbal slot as well." (p.148) 


ae ‘s 00 


LY 
uy 
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Finally, Labov contended that it is possible, though rare, for a 


negative in a main clause to transfer to a subordinate clause 


without takthy on independent meaning. His examples of this, , ‘ 


Prt ain't no ext. can't get into no coop, * he translated as \ 
ola wet 
ceantie that “there isn't any cat ‘that “target into any spleen 


coop." (p. 131) at 6 
| A 


tree 
Labov considered that = BEV, "in the major environment, 


within the same clause, etnies concord to Indeterminates| any, 


ever, and either is obligatory," (pe 180) not optional, and that ea, ae 
"consistent use of negative conto 4s the characteristic of core \ 
speakers of BEV." (p. 181) ; e 

The data for the present study are/ similar to studies of 


/ 


mature production of BEV negative utterarices. All 15 subjects 


. produced negative utterances, with a group mean of 13.8 utterances 


! 
and a range from 5 to 39. The mean percent of total uction of 
IK ‘ 
each speaker consisting of any kind of negative utterance was 13.4% 
with a range of from 6% to 22%. 


tie C \ 
Negative Concord. Although a very small percentage of the negative 


utterances ia thoes data contained multiple negation (a mean 15% of 
speakers '. negative utterances wthree speakers produced no multiple 
negatives at all, those that used it did so in ering accord ‘with . 
the rules for negative concord set forth by Labov. The greatest 

number of exampies invdlve negative elements on the auxdliary and 
post-verbal indeterminate. These data support Labov's identification 


J 


of negative concord as obligatory in the main environment, sincé 


a preverbal pronoun: * 


they contain no negative utterance of one clause that contains 
. ’ 3 u 
an indeterminate that is uninvolved in the negatipn. In fact, 


in, the whole bédy of data, there is only one utterance that 


contains a positive indefinite, and it is not a negative 


utterance: "Anyfing you want"? (17:13:4:3) This obligatory 
4 a ‘\ 
attraction of negatives to the indeterminates any, ever, and 


a 


either, 


I on wan no moa. (14:10:8:2) 


accounts for 66% of the group's multiple negation. _ Dies Bose, ape ves 


The structure involved in multiple negative next most 
; 0, ’ 
frequently (15%) is negative attraction to a post-verbal pronoun: 
I'ain doin nothin again, Steffon. (34:7:11:3) N 


A few instances (6%) of a negative concord ee to 


Nobody don't wa answa.’ (2:13"7:3) 
A similarly low percent (9) of multiple structures involved 
inversion of hegative auxiliary and negative subject: 
Ain nobody hea. (17:13:1:5) 
There are two more elements that, according to Labov's 
Fomidlation of negative concord, ee attract a negative. - . \! 
These are 1) pre-verbal indeterminates and 2) auxiliaries and 
indeterminates in subordinate clauses. Neither of these multiple 


etructures is used by these children, despite the fact that, 5.38 


of their total utterances containint negation also contained 


subordinate clauses that would have allowed for cross-clause 


a A 
multiplication of the negative element. No preverbal indeter- 


- 


minates-o¢curred in the data, hence no negatives were attracted ) 
to that element. ' 


®na most likely explanation for the difference in the sit 
two bodies of data stems from the difference in syntactic 
maturity of the subjects. The pre-schoolers clearly use the 
obligatory negative concord rule. That they have more limited 
production of -three optional aspects of the rule and no produc- 
' tion of tyo others suggests that. those are elements of the dialect 
‘hes these speakers may not yet have ‘mastered. The suggestion is, 
then, those those kinds of negative concord may be elements of the 
dialect that develop after the basic’ rules of negative concord have 


been mastered. i 


Ain't. One negative element that appears in some quantity in BY es 
these data but that fins been Little analyzed in other studies is 
ain't. Labov simply said of waite, in passing, that it is sarely 

used for didn't by adults. (1972a, p. 284 peat Sobuind the 
presence of ain't in examples drawn from his data, but nee pee é 
analyze its use. Henrie found gin't in 12.5% of the negative 
forms he analyzed as forms.of be and 3.5% as a substitute” for 
rant tense do. tp. 74) In these data, however, ain't tie ROK 
strongly represented. In 223 items of negation ‘attached to the 
verb, ain't appears 15% of the time, 9% in the present and 6% in 
the past. Its use spiants a clear pattern: It is used in the 
present tense 20 times and, seems to be roughly equivalent to be. 


606 of the time, to have 20% of the t#me, and to do 10% of the 


time, with one instance, "ain kid you," untabulated because it's 


08 


° 


standard translation might be either do or be, as in "I don't 


kid you," or "I'm not kidding you,]. In the past tense, by 


*4. 


contrast, ain't appears to ve \ised, exclusively in environments 
where the standard language would eal for didn't. Co-oceurring 
with the choice of Ss over one io ae Braneay equivalents is 
a teglency tdierd negative concord. In the Present tense, 22h of 

the uses of ain't ‘are in“utterances with the multiple structure. 
In the past, 31# are so involved. By contrast, the use of past 
tense didn't occurs _— multiple negation only 15%, or almost 
exactly the wegbiant (1h. oe) that such negation occurs in the 
overall negative data. The swall aunbers of items, (33) upon 
which this analysis is based made this finding quite speculative. 
But it is in accord with Labov's (1972a) explanation of the 
semantics of negative concord which seems to be extendable to 
the distinction between ain't and its apne ace He considered 
negative concord to be a "strongly emphatic character." (p. 177). 
Labov took some support for this from Jesperson, whom he credited 
with holding that the "cumulative character a negative concord... 
seems to put strong emphasis on the negation itself." {p. 177) 
“ Labov further suggested that, due to its obligatory nature, 


"negative concord had lost its emphatic character in BEV in the 


‘major environment." (p. 193) Therefore, emphatic negation 4 

attained through other means, which Labov Tisted as’ being: 
rs 

the introduction of more quantifiers (She 

ain't in no seventh grade), free floating ~* 


negatives (but not my physical structure 
, 


o9 


can't walk through that wall), negative in- 


(\. 


version (ain't nobody in the block go to 

\ school) » and the jiisieeiwnk of concord with 
new quantifiers (don't so many people do it). 
(1g972a, p- 173) 


e 


It yousd appear that the dominant way of expressing emphatic 
ae egation for this group is through substitution of ain't for 
ee si equivalént vérb form , since this occurs in 33% of the 
instances of multiple negation. Less frequent forms of 
emphasis ae two of those that Labov cites: negative inver- 
sion, "ain' nobody else," (2:3b:25:2) which occurs in 6% 
of the multiple negative utterances, and introduction of P 


more quantifiers "Don't throw no nothing no more," (26m:7:10:3) 


~~ 


which also occurs 6f of the time. 


: i Summary of Results 


Comparigion of the use of restricted forms by the children 
. of this study and Menyuk's preschoolers showed a disproportionately 
transformationgl 
restrictions ‘in the data here under analysis. This -suggested that 


high tendency ftoward omission and failure to observe 


dialects features in the speech of the children here studied might 
/ 


have those two relationships to the standard language. 
( 


Non-standard Features as Omissions. The predominant contributor 
to production of pon-standard structures in the data of this study 
Fs omission, particularly omission of the tense-bearing element. 


_ This was seen in third person present -s and past tense -ed 


+, 80 


omission, will deletion, contraction of the full form be going to, 


copula deletion, and deletion of do in yes/no questions ; which 
diminished in frequency as MLU increased. 


Non-Standard Features as Related to Transformational Restrictions. 
Deletion of do in wh- questions, which did not diminish with 
increased maturity, may be an example of failure to observe a 


transformational restriction or of extension of a' transformational 


* 


restriction. That is, in standard vit question toniatisn, (Jadobs 
& Rosenbaum, 1968, p. 153) the wh- question transformation replaces 
the question constituent with a noun phrase marked +wh and moves it 
to the front of the sentence. Then, the question inversion trans- 
formation applies, shifting the auxiliary to in front of the subject 
noun phrasey yielding such structures as "What are you doing?" The a 
restriction on that transformation is that the subject noun phrase 

not contain the wh- element, so that questions like "Who is going?" 

do not get shifted to *"Is vio going?" This restriction seems to 


be extended in the questions analyzed in this study, so that movement 


» of the wh- element -to the front of the sentence blocks the question 


e 
, 


inversion in all cases, yielding gnats questions as "What you're 
doing?" Along with this pervasive non-standard structure, the a 4 
analyzed question data showed embedded wh- questions to be 

eran standard. They were question structures in which 
application of the question inversion transformation is standardly 
blocked by ioe ae edding process. This suggested an alternative 


to the possibility that wh- movement blocks question inversion, 


that alternative being that the restriction blocking question, 
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inversion in embedded questions is extended, generalizing that 


blocking to all wh= questions. There was no evidence in the 

data collected to support one of these explanations over the 

other. E 
A second variation in observation of a transformational 

restriction can be seen in the operation of negative concom. 


% 


Whe re the standard negation rule. restricts negative placement 
toa tense-béaring element or an indeterminate, negative’ concord : 
allows placement on both, and requires it when the indeterminate 

Be 


is post-verbal. 


Non-standard Features as Signs of Deep Structure Differences from ’ 
Standard English. tt\has not been the purpose of this study to 
_ assess une deep structure of the dialect as represented in the 
data. It is’, neverdektss, possible to determine that the auxiliary 
forms upon whilek Loflin (1960) based his conclusions that the deep 
structure of BEV’differed from that of standard English do not exist 
in the data of this tie | 
To begin with, Loflin postulated four tenses, all of which 
have one fom, auaceinud ot ee These are present, realizéd 
‘by $; a-temporal, realized by be; definite past, in the form was; 
and indefinite past, realized as been. (p.88) Two major problems 
posed by the data of this study for Loflin's formulation ae 12s 
the extreme scarcity of an ecbanipbita’ be, and 2) the virtual absence , 
of the auxiliary form been. A third problem is apparent in Loflin's ’ | 
considering} the present tense to be realized as g. This is simply 


not the ca e for the data’ of this study. Even in the most casual 
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speech, 'm occurs gularly. Its presence does not appear to be 
a function of selfdonscious shifting to the ptagdard. 
While the | do not seem, in these data, to exist foms 
that would “justify postulating a different auxiliary structure, " 
2% jegihtiie to be deen whether the stantial English auxiliary 
\yhountiite formulation that Loflin discards (1969) must be 
discarded, as welll, for the data of this study. Loflin works ; . 
with the following analysis,—taken-f rom Fillmore (1963};—— 
Aux —> Aux, (Aux, ) 
Aux,;—>(M) Tense 
, Aux,—» (Perf ) ( Impe rf ) 
Perf —» have + en " ‘ 
. Imperf—be + ing rm 
ai sa alg Pe 
Past > 
Loflin discarded this because he did not find have +en in his { 


dialect information and because Fillmore's formulation did not 


’ “allow for the durative be. It ‘is also true that have +en is not 


to be found in the data of this study, although structures demanding ,) 
oe aqt begin to appear in the speech of the most mature speakers. For 
Menyuk's speakers, too, the perfect structure is pieiny undeveloped. 
Thus, its absence from the data of this study may be interpreted as 
Being due to immaturity. The data of this study, then, do not shed 
light on the status of have +en for older speake rs of BEV, but 
neither do they support Loflin's rationale for eliminating Fillmore's ° 
analysis of. the English auxiliary structure. Fillmore's analysis 


seems to fit the data here analyzed better than do Loflin's modifications. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS — 


The purpose of this study was to analyze the syntactic 
maturity of a group of lower class urban black pre-school 
children and to determine the range and nature of non-standard 
negative, verb, and question structure in their adeei aol 
| speech. The study also sought to relate the analyses of those 
structures to analyses presented in studies of older speakers 
of BEV, and to thas young Spanien tne oo — eo 
The subjects were drawn from a group of 56 children 
enrolled in a Head Start Program in Central Harlem. They were 
selected on the basis of their regular attendance in the 
program, their status as monolingual Saris speakers of English, 
siete pesduntiat of 50 t-units of speech, their willing partici- 
pation in the use of the tape recorder, and their normal hearing 
and development. These selection criteria resulted in a sample 
of 15 children rnptad in age from three years to five years, 
five months. 7 
A comparis4on of the data in the present study with findings 
Sich orenehpal fed first grade children studied by Menyuk (1963) 
and first graders studied by O'Donnell et al (1967) indicated 
that the children in this study were quite similar in their syntactic © 
maturity tf white middle-class children. The percentages of children 
in this study closely matched the percentages of Menyuk's preschoolers 
making standard use of 24 transformations. In 10 transformations, 


highly similar or identical percentages of subjects produced standard 


forms; in 10 transformations, a greater percentage of children in . 
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this study than in Menyuk's pre-school group produced standard. 
forms. Only in & transformations did the siti Waive. of this study 
show substantially greater non-use of ‘standard forms. 

When looking at non-standard, or what Menyuk called af 
Cpunbekntedt Savwei, Ue sae eiend Sink Shviaven tn Shia: vey 
produced substitutions and redundancies at rates quite similar 
‘to Menyuk's subjects. Deviations from the standard due to ; 
omissions and failure to-observe-transformat fonal—restrietions;———-—— See rewen e 
beaneen, were far more pervasive in this group than in Menyuk's. 
be A gomparision of MLU's for this group and for that studied 
by O'Donnell et al showed this group to have somewhat lower MLU's 
but not substantially enough lower to suggest that the difference 
was due to any factor other than the differences in age and amount 
of education of the two groups. . 

In the present analysis of negation, only 14% of the total 
negative utterances were found to contain non-standard structures. 


4 


Only two kinds of non-standard negative structures occurred. These 


\ 


were negative concord, which occurred regularly in possible environ-— 


ments in the data, and ain't which appeared to be used as an emphatic 
? | . eo 


variation equivalent to be, do, and have + Neg in the present tense, 


~ 


but only to didn't in the past. 


Non-standard verb structures were created ie a variety of 
factors, the most frequent being the variable deletion of the copula 
or other tense-bearing element. Nevertheless, it was clear that 
—tense is fimly-established in-the vers of the speakers studied. — = gS we 7 


Another non-standard verb structure observed was the use of os 


as @ phonological variant of be- going to. Finally, the often- - 
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‘- cited non-standard be durative form was not present 4n the data 
‘of this study with any substantial regularity. 007070000 
Analysis, ‘of question ecruchures showed far greater. use 
of non-standard wh-\ questions than non-standard yes/no questions. ; 
In both, the non-standard structure resulted from absence of an 
inverted tense-bearing element. It was clear, however, that 4 
question inversion is present in the repertoire of the children Re 


aoe Te ety. — ar 
' Thus, many of the non-standard question structures were 
due to deleted copula, will or do forms. Do was deleted from yes/ 
no structures with decreasing frequency as the aa rose, but was 
consistently absent from wh- questions. Furthermore, tag questions 
provided no information regarding the tense-bearing element, 


because the tag questions used unifomly avoided requiring either 


aaa be or do. 


“hay Suggestions for Further Research. This study, in analysing some 
—_—____— —_— e lement.sof syntax_considered tobe central _to the difference-—————— ee 
betweeen BEV and gtan@ard English and assessing the degree and 
nature of that difference in the speech of young children, has 
provided information regarding the kind of syntactic performance 
such chjldren might be expected to produce upon entering school. 
But, it has given rise to some he ee the answers to 
\ which will be important in understanding the development of the 
and its effect on die aensente progreasof school childrens 


A number of questions remain regarding the population of 


pre-school dialect-learming children. One results from the limits 
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imposed by the data-collection techniques utilized in this study. 


a 


In recording and analysing casual, unselfconscious speech, the 


present study has provided information regarding the performance . 


") 


of the children studied. But it can make no claim to providing 


information about their competence. Such information can only 


be provided by a further study that would test the conclusions / 


of this study through use of controlled tasks. 


"SA second research question raised by this study regards 
‘ 


the relationship of the performance recorded in the data of this ae 
study to the performance of older.children. Some similarities 

and differences have been noted 4n these pages between the syntax ° 
analyzed in separate studies. But, the comparisions are necessarily 
loose due to the range of data collection and analysis techniques 
used from study to study, the various regions from which data wgre 
drawn, and the different goals.of the separate stidien. A study 


* . « » 
that ‘hould assess patterns of dialect development by analyzing 
wnne elements of the a sais of children of a range of ages 
— ee : = = t-- - Paeaee —t- Sa = nn 


' avene in th same area, ora loneited inal study of the same . group 


of speakers love a period of years, could draw more carefully 
ub 1 . 


«é 


. ‘} “~ 
controlled& Py a thag were possible here.‘ ‘ 
A thi | 


research estion that has been raised by the 


comparative analyses done in this “tees regards the extent to 
? = . 


which the dialect of lower class black speakers varies from 


region to region. Scholarship done to date assumes that the 


dialect varigtion is quite uniform across aa States. : 


Wolfram's (1969) and Torrey's (1972) replications of ,Labov's 


(1972a) findings regarding copula deletion provide some concrete 
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or this study and eee of Henrie ‘(1969) with ‘Feference o> a9” 


“of the country might, then, be fruitful. _ 


‘past, been attributed to language differences. A place <0 begin, 


evidence that this is so. But, differences between the Tndings € 


in question Stgucturee ; those of Fickett (1970) regarding the 
sequent a-, those of Legum et al (1971) regarding direct question 
structures and canine ain't, which they did not find Pig all in 
ete data, Suggest that some regional, dtetercnpes may eiiety A 
study of demographically similar speakers in different regions 


, 
‘A fourth subject for which this study raises research 


possibilities is that of hearer attitudes toward BEV and the 


. ! 
effects of*those attitudes on school children. If, as this study 
‘ ; i 


suggests, the actual syntactic differences between BEV and standard 

. ry oe N) 

English are not'&4s pervasive or as regular as some other scholars 
r 

have suggested, it may well be necessary to look aa to. 


determine the causes of scholastic ver mas that’ have,‘ in the recent 


would be a consideration of the responses (SF teachers to their 
students ' ‘eoudding: different ab least some a the time and the ae . 
effects on the children of those peaponsee.: 


if 


- 
= ‘Imp cations for Education 


The extent to which the childgen of this study have control 
of standard English syntax, and a that they do not produce, 
perhaps have not yet developed, several distinctive elements of the 
dialect, suggest that differences in the syntax of standard and. 
non-standard dialect speakers may not have the extreme impact on 


children's early progress in school that some scholars have 
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ast Mack The findings 4) this study a in that regard, the °- % 


conclusion of Legeunt et al Gen) that the extent of non-standard 


syntax is not salami to accouht for the seiniaie ehaanitig) * gh 


. t 


aithioulttes that lower class bets school chjldren often encounter . : 2 


in school. Studies assessing ‘the effects of phonetic differences, 
» 


stylistic ee as well as notlinguistic differences on the 


school's perceptions® of eliitdren may sheg axete on “factors contributing 


7 % 
to “foe achtevanent An scheol. — ~ P [ 
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